by Nicholas Hanson
In cities across Canada, taxi drivers are becoming increasingly enraged by the presence of Uber, the San Francisco-based company responsible for a smartphone app that connects riders and drivers. Critics allege Uber operates a clandestine taxi service that evades the necessary requirements for regulation or taxation; in response, the company claims to provide a means of digital communication, not vehicular transportation. Our municipal governments-not usually known for their nimble responses to innovation-appear perplexed by the most appropriate way to bureaucratize the company's disruptive business model. Ostensibly, the Uber debate focuses on concerns about insurance, security, and safety-of both vehicles and people. At the real core, though, this dispute exposes the precarity of labour. In most Canadian cities, the taxi industry is notoriously complicated, with a Byzantine system that strictly controls the quantity of available licenses and vehicles; as a result, a hierarchical system has emerged, providing diff erent economic opportunities for drivers depending on their status as owners, owner-operators, employees, contractors, and even subcontractors. Complex agreements determine who assumes responsibility for gas, insurance, maintenance, brokerage fees, and other costs. While Uber's recruitment campaigns cheerfully proclaim, "You'll never have to choose between earning a living and living life," taxi drivers know, fi rst-hand, that the number of hours worked doesn't always correlate to fi nancial stability; in fact, under some arrangements, taxi drivers could work for an entire shift, only to walk away with zero dollars in their pocket.
Th erein lies the parallel between driving cars and the performing arts; when it comes to the precarity of labour, theatre serves as a canary in the chorus line. Th e concept of a "gig economy"-characterized by freelance and short-term contracts-has surfaced as a contemporary employment trend, spurred by the popularity of tech-driven opportunities like Uber, as well as Airbnb, Etsy, and others. For artists and cultural workers, though, subsisting on a patchwork of freelance and short-term contracts has been the longtime reality, not just a recent tendency. As noted by Hill Strategies, "Th e rate of self-employment among artists is many times higher than the self-employment rate among the overall labour force" (2). In addition to the lack of stable employment, artists and cultural workers "have lower average earnings than the overall labour force" (Hill Strategies 38) .
And yet, artists continue to create art. In the face of unfavourable economic conditions, artists are increasingly demonstrating innovative resourcefulness. Consider, for example, the acclaimed, all-women version of Glengarry Glen Ross featured in the cover photograph. Vancouver's Classic Chic Productions generated support for the show with a crowdfunding campaign on Indiegogoone of a number of web-based platforms that allow artists and arts organizations to collect money via individual contributors, rather than governmental funders.
Th is issue of Canadian Th eatre Review considers the topic of funding, with an understanding that the term evokes a broad range of concepts. I began this introduction with a reference to Uber in order to underline a core idea about arts funding-although discussions often emphasize governmental policies, organizational structures, and economic principles, the eff ect of these sometimes-abstract notions impacts individual people in deeply personal ways. Arts funding is not just a system of circulating resources; arts funding is an ecosystem that shapes if, how, and when people can engage with the arts.
Of course, previous issues of CTR have off ered many lucid perspectives on funding and related matters. In the very fi rst article in the very fi rst issue, Don Rubin contextualizes the post-1945 Canadian theatre landscape with references to the Massey Commission, the Canada Council for the Arts, the Ontario Ministry of Tourism, cash prizes for artists, and the Local Initiatives Program (LIP) grants. CTR 's second issue features a pair of articles that share perspectives that sound hauntingly similar to 2016. Peter Hay wryly notes that "most Canadian artists are defeated by a grant-application form" (14). In addition, Frank T. Pasquill off ered highlights from his 1973 report on the Canada Council; he "concluded that the performing arts in Canada were in a bad fi nancial state," with a recommendation "that a more even geographic distribution of funds be attempted" (16). His report also noted that "it was impossible to establish defi nite criteria on what constituted professionalism" (17). Plus ça change.
Over the next four decades, more than 75 CTR articles examine (problems with) venues, (problems with) grants, and (problems with) labour. By and large, theatre scholarship tends to celebrate artists and their artistic creations. Discussions of funding, on the other hand, tend to highlight negative elements of the current models. Th is issue of Canadian Th eatre Review hopes to redress this concern by assembling a set of contributions that consider funding from a number of diff erent perspectives. Th at's not to say the authors have avoided sharp criticisms, because all of them highlight some inadequacies with ctr 167 summer 2016 Months before the election pledge (and long before the Liberals emerged as viable contenders), the Canada Council announced plans for a new funding model; the changes-especially the reduction of 147 distinct programs to just 6-represent the most substantive operational transformations in the organization's history. Playwright Darrah Teitel sat down with the Canada Council's Guylaine Normandin and Geneviève Vallerand for a lively conversation about the administrative implementation of a new vision for our nation's largest arts funder.
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When we talk about funding, we usually refer to the structural relationships between arts councils, governmental agencies, theatre organizations, and professional associations-"capital-F Funding," if you will. But funding also impacts the day-to-day lives of individuals, a point shared by two articles that examine personal fi nances, affordability, and accessibility. Simon Mallet and Ellen Close consider audiences and the potential economic obstacles to theatre attendance. Th e artistic director and artistic producer of Downstage, a Calgarybased theatre company, respectively, Mallet and Close describe the philosophical aims as well as the logistic details of a new pilot program designed to give away theatre tickets to anyone who wants to attend one of their productions. With another perspective on arts funding and its relationship to individuals, Natasha Mytnowych advocates for the artist. Anyone with even a cursory knowledge of the cultural sector understands that theatre artists deal with widespread fi nancial instability. Mytnowych imagines a number of ways to bolster the sustainability of arts careers; moreover, she encourages a greater appreciation for the realities of what it means to be an artist today.
Th e articles in this issue-with a single exception-include at least one reference to a dollar sign ($). Funding is ultimately, even in the most theoretical sense, about dollars and cents. A pair of contributors refl ect on the increasingly pervasive valuation of the arts in terms of their economic impact. Johanna Lawrie examines the ways that citizens (or "taxpayers," in letters to the editor) value the arts in their own communities. Using an investigation of the cuts to municipal arts funding in St. John's as a case study, Lawrie theorizes how a duality of social and economic evaluations work together to defend arts funding. With specifi c attention on Ontario, Brad Lepp outlines the advantages and drawbacks of instrumentalism. Over the last few decades, the cultural sector has demonstrated its case for inclusion in any government's economic strategy, but at what cost to artistic integrity?
In the Canadian context, funding for the arts is closely linked to governmental structures, which determine not only the level of support but also the mechanisms for distributing resources. Philosophically, one might assume, public funding should encourage public access to the arts. In reality, though, many funding programs privilege certain types of artistic work while providing obstacles for others, such as arts organizations with mandates that foster inclusivity and participation. A group of four artists-Col Cseke, Hope McIntyre, Majdi Bou-Matar, and Kate Rubinshare their perspectives about the advantages and challenges of accessing support for projects that sit outside the "conventional" activities of a "professional" theatre organization.
Government support for the arts usually evokes the arts councils and ministries at the federal and provincial level; increasingly, a number of municipal governments are bolstering their commitment to the arts though greater funding for arts activities, as well as programs that develop arts infrastructure within the city. Peter Dickinson elegantly articulates the impact of a City of Vancouver program that incentivizes property developers to participate in the establishment or refurbishment of arts spaces. Th e soaring cost of residential property in Vancouver is well known; Dickinson highlights the less-understood costs of city building, in both the literal and the symbolic senses.
If you've recently scanned job boards for careers in the arts, you will have encountered a plethora of ads for positions that require the candidate to solicit funds from donors, corporations, foundations, and governments-basically any source that can contribute additional revenue streams to the organization's coffers. As evidenced by the sample job posting (for the completelyreal-and-not-in-any-way-fi ctitious Canadian Shield Th eatre), the proliferation of these positions is a symptom of an arts sector that is signifi cantly under-resourced.
Arts funding is a topic about which every artist holds an opinion. Carly Maga poses a hypothetical question to a range of people and receives a variety of vibrant responses. In contrast to the spectrum of imaginary futures in Maga's article, the fi nal article in this issue provides a close examination of the nuts-and-bolts realities of operating an arts organization. In her refl ections on the Newfoundland and Labrador Folk Festival, Maile GrahamLaidlaw reminds us that funding is never just an abstract concept but rather a system of practical concerns that directly impact the sustainability of arts events.
As the script for this issue, I am delighted to feature Th e Money Tree by Robert Watson. Originally produced by Roseneath Th eatre, the play has toured to hundreds of schools across Ontario. In an issue themed around the topic of funding, why include a play for young people? Because the lesson embedded in this vibrant play works just as well for adults as for children-no matter how badly we want something, money doesn't grow on trees.
